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ABSTRAC” 

Project Priority was designed to bring cognitive 
style information to two-year colleges in New York State. The project 
consisted of four sequences: (1) identification of information and 
personnel for the project; (2) a colloyaium on cognitive style for 
lleaiers ih two-year colleges and relat24 agencies; (3) a series of 
,four workshops considering the implications of cognitive style for 

’ the community’ college, cognitive style assessment instruments, the 
ways in which cognitive style information could be applied, and 
.devolopment of local projects by campus personnel to explore the 
applicability of ‘cognitive. style information for their own campuses; 
ani (9) reporting of results on the projects execut2i at the camous 
lev2l by project participants. In evaliating the outcomes of. the 
project, it was concludei that the major goal of exploring the 
. applicability of cognitive style information for th> two-year colleg> 
*.was accomplished. Most project participants felt the project was 
valuable for faculty and students, and all but thps> of the 
twenty-one participating colleges indicated a desire to continue 
their work with cognitive style. Definitions of el2vean cognitéve 
style models are included in the report as an appeniix. (JDS) 
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Abstract . - 

The Two-Year College Development Center, concerned with faculty interest in better 
serving the diverse student population of the commmity college, and believing that 
information on how individual differences in information processing might effect 
student learning would be.valuable to these faculty, proposed to the New York State’ 
Education Department, a project which would bring cognitive style information to 
twd-year colleges in New York State. The first year of the project,, funded under 4 
Title III, began in July, 1974. ‘Twenty-one two-year Saree ba public and private,. 
including commmity colleges, Agricultural &fechnical Colleges and Educational 
Opportunity Centers participated in the project, as did a staff team from the 
Chancellor's office of the Virginia Commmity College System. The objective of the. 
first year of the project was to provide cognitive style information and to evaluate 
the applicability of. that information for two-year colleges. 


The project included four sequences. The first sequence involved Center staff in 
identifying information and personnel who could contribute to the project. In 
coordination with the project's continuing consultant, K, Patricia Cross, a.seminar 
was, held to discuss current research on cognitive style and its implications for 
community colleges. Attending this seminar besides project staff, were leading 
researchers in cognitive style. ; 


Information from the seminar was provided 'to project participants and used: as a. 
basis for the second phase of the“project, a New York colloquium. The colloquium 
was designed to introduce cognitive style to leaders in New York State two-year 
colleges and related agencies. Colloquium participants developed a’ list of concerns 
and recommendations for New York State two-year colleges based on an analysis of 
information obtained at the seminar. 


The third and major sequence of the project included four workshops for project 
team members from the twenty-one participating colleges. The first workshop, 
Recognition, was designed to introduce the concept and to consider the possible 
implications of cognitive styles for the commmity college. The second workshop, 
Assessment, provided participants with the opportunity to use a variety of tests. 
and introduced other assessment methods. ieee the third in the series 
focused on the variety of ways cognitive style information might be used on campus 
and provided a "learning lab" of cognitivestyle materials. The final workshop, / 
‘Evaluation, was designed to assist college teams in p a project for their 
campus . these campus projects participants were able to use the inform- 
tion and materials presented at the workshop to explore the applicability of this 
information for their own campuses. 


Campus projects were generally. of tw types: testing students to determine cogni- 
tive style information or planning faculty workshops to introduce this information 
to others at the college. Results/of these projects were reported in the final 
sequence of the project, the summary activity. In addition to presenting the 
results of their projects, cipants discussed’ thé directions they felt work 
with cognitive style should in the future and the support they felt was 
necessary to continue their opts 
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Introduction to the Project 
hs 2 4 Problem Statement 
Several er trends now affect ie concerns of students, counselors, — 
teaching faculty and administrators in ge gs dticots: Each of the 
aforementioned groups is eraveliins with ways to asSure effective learning 
by the diverse students now, and! yet to be, enrolled. One of: these trends, 
based on the premise that each student as an individual merits the optimm 
"personal ’approach that the college, by its conscientious, creative efforts, 
ca manage, focuses .on the student's unique learning style. As a whole, the 
eotisne, the iristructional faculty and, eae the ‘counselor now are - 
being called upon to understand fully eis ways different students react to and 


forerante with the éllneat s methods and modes. Since open door two-year colleges 


confront learning problems at their mst critical point, the matter of this 


understanding is crucial and urgent. 
One approach to the problem of working with a’ diverse student population 
\that ‘has received relatively little attention in education is the utilization 
of cognitive style information. Although there has been almost 30 years of research 
«on cognitive ee this research has taken place primarily in psychological 
laboratories. * One of the leading researchers in this area, Herman Witkin, 
eo that this research can be helpful in improving educational practices. 
Research by Witkin and others has shown that cognitive styles are an important 
variable in how students learn, few teachers teach, how teachers and students_ 
interact’ and in the educational-vocational choices studerits make. 
Discussions within the Two-Year College Center with other faculty neabers 
in, the State University of New York at Albany School of Education, with , 
yk Patricia Cross of the Educational Testing Service, and with colleagues in 
the two-year’ colleges led to the conclusion that cognitive styles appeared to 


provide important information in better understantling and designing educational 
- 8 
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approaches for the diverse student population of the two-year college, The 
Center proposed, 66. the Bureau, of Two-Year College Programs of the New York 
State Education Department, a project designed to provide Titipiil-toes on 
cognitive style to tno yer college personnel-and to explore the applicability 
of that intrwation in comunity colleges, Agricultural and Technical Colleges 
and Educational Opportunity Centers in New York State. 
The over-all objectives of the project were: 
7 1. To provide the framework whereby college staffs focus on student 


learning styles in their 8 process of improving counseling 
and instructional procedures 


2. To focus college staffs on the improvement of counseling sérvices 
through coordinating of the efforts of the student affairs and 
faculty on the means of accommodating student diversity. 


' 3. To prepare counseling and instructional faculty to assist students 
2 in developing educational (vocational, life) plans based on the 
recognition of their,own unique style. 


4. To provide the means whereby college staff members may consider 
the potentials and problens of personalized education - ‘for their 
einer 


: Barhecound Information 

Cognitive styles reflect individual differences in information processing. 
According to Messick (70), they are "unconscious habits that represent an. 
individual’ s typical modes of perceiving, iiicletag: fenenbering, and problen 
sciving,* They are epeinal ways of processing information, regardless of whether 
that information has its primary sources in the world outside or within the 
individual. is Witkin (74) notes, the term cognitive can be misleading since 
they are manifestations in the oniiive domain of still broader dimensions of 
functioning that cut across other psychological domains, including personality 
and social behavior. Ausubel (68) sees them as both individual differences in 
cognitive organization and various self-consistent personal tendencies that are 


not reflective of human cognitive functioning in general. Witkin makes the 
point that ‘they are actually broad personal styles of information processing. 
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Although the exact wording of definitions of cognitive style may vary . 
among, researchers, all definitions stress individual differences in information 
processing. Certain other chavacrartetles of style are generally agreed on by 
researchers in’ the field. An individual's style, for example, generally tends 
to stablilize in early adolescence. Thus cognitive styles are generally Renee 
as "stable, relatively pee self-consistencies in the manrier or form of 
cognition" (Messick 70). However, not every has a dominant cognitive style 
on all dimensions of style. Since segiee are bi-polar in nature, the individual 
who has a particular style on any dimension will fall at one end or the other of 
the continuum. Cognitive styles are, as is reflected in Messick's definition, 
generally regarded as unconscious habits. They are spontaneous, unplanned 
résponses to a given situation. , As such, they should be distinguished from 
strategies which are conscious, planned responses, responses that an individual 
has learned to use in a particular ‘situation. .It eae an individual is con- 
fronted with a new or ambiguous’ situation that his style will tend to dominate. 


It is also important to note that styles, unlike many cognitive and personality 


factors can be assessed by non-verbal, perceptual means. 

Witkin, Messick and Kogan all stress the importance of distinguishing 
cognitive styles from abilities. Kogan {71} notes a difference in emphasis © 
between the two. "Abilities concern level of skill - the mre and less of 
performance - whereas cognitive styles give greater weight to the manner and © 

_ form of cognition.'' Witkin (75) states simply that style "appears to be more 
related to the ‘how' than to the ‘how much’ of cognitive fimottontine’’. 

Different cognitive styles have developed both from psychological research 
and from practitioners interested in individual differences. A variety of cog- 
nitive styles have been identified in the psychological literature. Messick 
(70) lists and describes nine sanabtdere styles which have been the object of 
aaa and empirical examination. These nine appear to be the ; 
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most solidly established in psychological research. In addition to the nine 
identified by Messick, Kogan fad) has researched a dimension known as risk-taking 
_ MS. cautiousness. "The dimension refers to individual differences in choice of 
"high payoff-low probability’ options." Although each of these dimensions were - 
identified and researched by different researchers, they share certain common 
ddeScvevtistias,, Mi dineietosa neleared tweak peyhlioatedl saeaalas 

They are all bi-polar in nature, and each bi-polar dimension represents individual 
differences in information —- habits or-modes. ‘Not all individuals have 
a pecttoular style on each of these style dimensions. However, those who do 
have a en style, who fall at one end or the other of the contimum of a 
particular dimension, will process information differently from someone at the 
other end of the continmam. These styles tend to be stable over time and the 
"value" of having any particular style is dependent upon the situation. 

McKenney and associates at the Harvard Graduate School of Business 
developed a model of cognitive style which has its origins in the works of 
Brunner and Witkin. The basic premise of the model is that the wrld imposes high 
quantities of data on the individual and that in resporise, the individual selects 
and uses only part of ‘that data as "information" (Nelson 74). Rather than 
being bi-polar, this mdel includes two dimensions affecting different aspects 
of information processing: information gathering and information evaluation. 

The information gathering aspect is the perceptual process by which the mind . 
_ organizes and codes the wide variety of visual and auditory stimili it encounters. 
Individuals may be either preceptive or receptive in this process. The informa- 
tion ‘evaluation dimension relates to problem solving and reflects différences 
between a systematic and es intuitive approach. Those who have a dominant style 
on this model are said to have information processing space which delineates ‘the 

" extent: to which they tend to use each of the four modes. Initial research with - 


‘ e 
this model was with business school students. 
- ae 11 


; . Eleven Gietietbe styles were ‘introducted to project participants, the teri 
: te identified through psychological researeh and the McKenney model. A listing i 
of these styles and their definitions is contained in Appendix A. 


Description of the Project 
. Selection of Participants te 
During the sumer of 1974, letters were sent to presidents of all public 
and ae colleges, Agricultural and Technical Colleges and 
Educatignal Opportunity-Centers in New York State.announcing the project. 
Colleges interested in participating were asked to weite the Center. Forty- 
two letters of interest were received. Follow-up.phone calls -we made to Severtiting 
extent of interest and a final selection of colleges i made. An attempt ; 
was aia th the selection to assure both a geographic distribution and a 
E sania of .the various types of colleges. Not all colleges invited to 
* participate were able to do so. The final list’ included two Educational Opportunity 
F Centers, two Agricultural and Technical Colleges’, two private communrtity . sii hie , 
ten’ SUNY commmity colleges, and five CUNY comunity colleges, _ 4 
bs BP , Colleges were asked to select a team of five, including one counsetor ,; 
, one faculty member and one administrator to participate in the project. One. 
‘' ._ “Person designated team leader, was financed by the grant to attend four SEE. 
‘One additional person for each college attended at the expense of the = ca a 
“this second person was to be a different individual for each workshop. It was 
the responsibility of the team leadér and the team member attending each 
workshop to share the information from the workshop with team members not ‘i 
attending. ‘Twenty-three teams participated. . se . 
Since the’ first year was’ exploratory in nature the project staff hoped Ps 
rs ; for a diverse representation on the teams. When it was discovered that no 
continuing ° education personnel were present on any of the teams, New York City 
12 
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Csusdey Colyese' s division of continuing education .was asked to participate. 


: The Sige Comamity College Systen also sent a team. The team was 

" ; composed of staff menbers fran’ the office of the Chancellor of Conmanikey Colleges. 
thts aintf hed alveady dewlooed en interust in comdidve syle tneak & 
workshop conducted for them by two Project Priority staff members, Bosco and 

, Martens. They wmted to.be further trained 2 eden to present comtttive 

‘ atyla infotmation to counselors and faculty in Virginia Cotmmity Colleges. - 
Center staff felt it was appropriate to assist the Virginia’ Commity College | 
System in their efforts. 

Participating Colleges and Team Leaders: 


Professor. Spirent Development 


' Vice-Pres ent for Student Affairs 
Buffalo Educational Opportumity Center ... Claudia Chiesi, 


“ Coordinator for aici Development 
Canton Agricultural & Technical College .. 


Champaigne, * 
Director of Deyelopmental Studies 
-*~Dale ge 
Director Special Programs . 
David Peters, ~ | 
Dean of Students : 
Carmen 


Quesada, a 
-Assistant Dean of Students 


Staten Island basal mi ree Elizabeth Worthan, * 


Suf folk County Gometty College eieieiaid Herbert ; ° 
Director of Psychological Services 


Sullivan County Commmity College ..... Mary McCarty, 
, Associate Professor-Science/Math 


Trocaire College ............eeeeeee .. James Lanz, , 
; Vice-President for Academic aeeiee 
' Ulster County Commmity College ...... John raat pany ma 
71 Virginia Commmity College System’... compa 
- President 


* John Tyler Commmity College 
Westchester Educational Opportunity . 
CONCEL 6 iicaisicie divin dasa Se tad wwarid S835 Kathleen Hart, 
Counselor - © 
» Project Activities 
The. project was designed to include three interlocking asanaoncas to 
assisting local colleges in improving the education provided students. The total 
scope, of the project also included'a final assessment of learning end rhcomendations. 
Thy three sequences of this project were aimed at assisting colleges in plarming, 


- and carrying through projects aimed at exploring the use of cognitive style ey 


information. The three sequences included: seminar, colloquium, and a series of i 


"statewide workshops. As the project progressed the final activity, a summary 


and evfluation with Dr. Cross, was expanded to include workshop and colloquium 

participants. oe eee 

: . oy é 
The first project activity, held in July, 1974, was lonad to assist” os 

center staff in furthering theix inforation about and uiderstanding of cognitive . 

style. ‘This seninar included project staff and a anall. group of noted researchers 


_on cognitive style (see list p. Si). De. Cross assisted in the design of the | 


seminar and chaired the sessions. ihe: chjertiver foe this neque wares 


1. Participants will provide a synthesis of current research appli¢able xe 
to the problems and objectives defined in the proposal. 
¥ 2. Participants will analyce the scope and: franmrk of particular 
| Fe Sree 
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3. Participants will provide written suggestions for potential imple- 
mentation of learning style theories in New York State two-year 
colleges. , 

‘3 
The seminar provided a great deal of useful information for Center 


staff. Following the seminar an extensive report was written by the Project 


. ) : 
Director. This report included a synthesis of the research information 


discussed and suggestions regarding potential implications (see appendix B). 


Excepts from the report were distributed to participating colleges during 
the workshop sequence. * 


Colloquium 


The colloquium sequence seerrasented an analysis and processing of the 
seminar’ information to establish the concerns commity colleges might face 
in terms of utilizing ‘tnfbeabicn aboot cognitive style differences. ‘The 
one-day colloquiun brought together state commmity college leadership. 
representatives, representatives from New York State Education Department and 
the State. University of New York (see list p.iii). This meeting was held 
October~18, 1974 and was chaired by Dr. Cross. The objectives of this 


sequence were: " 


Li Participants will sao the synthesis 9f current research provided 
by the seminar to became familiar with basic concepts of learning 
style theories. : 


~ oe 


2. Participants will develop a list of concerns and ecounielatings 
for New York State two-year colleges based on an analysis of eeninar 
data. 


3. Participants will develop a system foe informing New York State two- 


year colleges of PROJECT PRIORITY and establish a selection process 
for involving teams from New York State Colleges. 


s. 
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. The meeting included an introduction to the project, an overview of the 


information from the seminar. and 4 discussion of the potential implications 


of cognitive style. Participants were then asked to provide suggestions 
regarding studies that might .be done and potential problems. In response to 
the charge of sharing and identifying ideas and potential problens for Project 
Priority ; colloquium participants indicated the following: 


I. SUGGESTED STUDIES (Ideas) 


- Course of instruction for students in Cognitive Style to. help 
‘student learn how they learn. 

- Assisting students in coping with switching subjects; i.e. 
different styles present in different subjects. 
- Promote staff interaction -- communication. 

- Help student modify their tive Style. 
~ Application of Cognitive Style to students in Continuing Education 


- Involve faculty in local campus research design. 
- Provide ways for faculty and students to enter into a Win-Win 


— 
as related to Cognitive Style. 
a Helgtioeattin of Cognitive Style to instruction based upon 
tencies. 


compe 

- Work to explode myth, i.e. vocational students are already 
better matched. 

- Design research to te gut level’ assumptions held by 

people i have attended ae about how learning best ~ 


G.P.A., lower attrition, etc 
what they will be able to do better 


ord to give answers rather than establish 
ign. 

happens after Project Priority? This needs to be spelled out. 
- Why ‘study ee le asset of some instructional concerns? 


ed to sell anything -- should function 


~ Cognitive Style being vieve 
- Temptation of team to respoi Pcie ete empirically rather than 


being flexible enough to say,\’I don't know." "How can we work on it?” 


.designil campus projects and evaluating the impact of cognitive style. Each 


the series of four Project Priority/workshops was designed to provide 


an understanding of the theory and congepts of cognitive style and to develop 
procedures which would be useful in ifplementing this information. Participating . 
teams ne asked to develsp & proj t to be conducted on their campuses to ' 
explore the usefulness and practicality of the information. 

The workshops moved sequentially from an introduction of the aie. to 
testing and implementation ideas and concluded with a sansitti focus on! ” 


of the workshops was designed by project staff in' coordination with a team 


| of participants and the project's continuing consultant, Dr. Nelson. These 


and Dr. dillsee alias sian a5 Sandee conmmicaty tor thematic” 


tive atyles and to begin a considera! of the potential implications of cogni- 


tive style for fwo-year colleges. The objectives were: 4 
I. Participants will, discuss importance of recognizion:” 
oe Individual Cognitive S le differences. ‘ 


° 2.1 Sicilindiaeitn will be able to write a definition of 
| 2.2 Participants will be pble ‘to list at least 2 differences . 
"be : 


my ~ ts . i / -ll- 


| III.‘ Participants will write/objectives for their teams: 


*3.1 Participants will hwrite a long a objective for their . 7 


.Dr. Sperry served as a femme to introduce ‘the sogateiun styles , 
identified through poycoldgical research and Dr. Nelson introducted the McKermey 


ss “@ 


model. “se os : 
“The, evaluation of the cee indicated that participants were generally 

abid ‘to; define cognitive Style, to differentiate styles fron abiliti¢s and that 

: there was an increased familiarity with the various cognitive styles. Participants 

| developed: objectives for their teams to accomplish before the/next wotkshop. 
The second workshop, Assessment, was held November 17-19, 1974. The specific 
e of this workshop was to introduce Seats instruments and other informal 

ways of assessing cognitive style. The objectives of this workshop were: 


I. Participants will be able to use current methods es sessing cog- 
nitive style differences: 


1.1 To identify selected standard’ measures of 


: 1.2 To identify the cognitive style dimension measured i 
: ‘by various instruments. 
- 1.3 To select and participate in the taking of at least one 


_ cognitive style instrument. . 
1.4 To evaluate thé personal effect of ‘taking the selected 


instruments. 
1.5 ‘To compare advantages and disadvantages of ted instruments . 


II. Participants will use cognitive style data to develop cognitive 
profiles for college instruction, counseling and decision making: 
' : 2.1 To identify one non2test method of assessing cognitive style. 
2.2 To participate’ in a discussion. of the application of cognitive 


style information to an instructional setting, a counseling. t 
situation and an administrative decision making situation. 


III. Participants will develop a plan for tooking at and seeing how this 
new process fits their respective campuses: 


‘ 3.1 naires | ey will review objective for Impact Pome firg@ 
tion Workshop 


-¥ 3.2 Participants will write an operation objective for assessing | 
bo. Cognitive Style on their respective campuses. 


| ; | ay is. Sa 


Participants were introduced to 15 tests, many of which they took themselves. 
These tests were explained by Dr: Ekstrom and Dr. Nelson. The workshop team 
introduced three non-test assessment procedures , one for career counseling, one 


on administrative decision-making, and one for observing teaching style and stu- 


dent reaction. The terminology which was introduted at the first workshop was 


also reviewed. ; 

The evaluation of this workshop showed that team leaders coming to their 
second workshop felt they had a reasonable understanding of five cognitive styles. 
Patticipants attending their first workshop felt they ynderstood oaity four of the 
styles. By the completion of the workshop most patticipants were able to say 
which cognitive style five selected tests measured and to suggest methods, other 
than tests, that might be used for assessment. The evaluation also reported 
teams became more specific in the formulation of their own objectives at the 
second workshop. 

The third workshop, Implementatign, was held January 26-28, 1975. It was 
designed to suggest a variety of ways to use cognit#ive style in a two-year college 
setting and to, assist teams in setting up their om campus projects. \The 


* objectives were: ; ; 


I. Participants will become familiar with a variety of cotmseling Gat 
instructional procedures which recognize individual differences. 
1.1 Name two'of the matching strategies identified by Sam 

Messick. 


1.2 Identify one strategy appropriate for their campus and 
list the steps necessary to accomplish it. 


Participants will consider the implications of divers cognitive 

styles for college planning and program development. 

2.1 Identify existing administrative decision-making structure 
(lines of tion, organization, scheduling flexibi tity) « 

2.2 Focus on potential institutional change through 


A change. 
2.3 Translate the mission statement of the college to foster 


support for a project in cognitive styles. 
2.4 Identify environmental factors that could be 


particularly 
—— or particularly blocking, in implementing projects 
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III. Based on data from their campuses, participants will develop a 
apie ies implementation plan for utilizing cognitive style 
‘omnation. 


3.1 Identify the steps in implementation. 
322, pen SUS eee omer eee aye, 


‘Dr. Keen spoke with participants about a variety of areas where cognitive 
Style may be used and suggested the development of their own assessment 


procedures where comment tests were asus ‘income A learning laboratory | 
of miterials was set me to provide a variety of formats for the aaeacbalcicg 
of information prepared by the workshop peat Dr.. Keen and Dr. Nelson algo 
assisted participants in designing their own projects. | 
The evaluation for this workshop was designed to assess the transfer i; 4 

of knowledge from the first two workshops to the implementation situation, 
Although many of the participants particularly those attending their first 
workshop, experienced some difficulty-with the task designed to measure this 
on the pre-evaluation form, they were generally able to do do\ es Gina 
evaluation. 

"The final workshop, Evaluation, was held February 23-25, 1975. The | 
major purpose of this workshop was to assist participants in the design ad 
evaluatibn of their cams projects. The e objectives #ere: 


pe Parttetpmes will develop a ee ee evaluating 
their on-campus - t t, 
assessment and “implementa 2 aes verre appllesbila. 


1.1 Participants will list the four stages to be 
considered in the planning and evaluation of - 
por aol So design, installation, process, 


and product. 
1.2 Participants will identify two types of data that 
might be gathered for evaluation of their campus 
; ‘project, hard and soft data, and list one method 


rug 
fA 
s 
i 
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” 3, Participants will informally evaluate their involvement in Project 
Priority to date and made any necessary adjustments. 


‘2.1 Prior to the evaluation workshop campus teams will 
complete an "unfinishei| business" form listing any 
unanswered questions oj| concerns they have regarding, 

* their involvement in Prpject Priority. 

2.2 Participants will participate in an "unfinished 

business'’ session with workshop and center staff 
- to discuss the above questions. 

2.3 Where appropriate participants will meet individ- 
ually with workshop and/or Center staff to discuss 
questioning regarding their. involvement in the 


ae fon Ciacs will meet and:in an informal discussion | 
evaluate their involvenent in Project Priority to 
date. 
‘In order to’ assist teams we einai of the project the workshop team es 4 
video-tapes of their ow ie. Projects and viewing guides‘to assist in identify- 
‘ ing critical planning points. Dr. Moore and Dr. Nelson assisted participants 
with the evaluation of their projects. They were assisted by an additional team 
of four individuals who has experience in the area of evaluation. Dr. Moore, 
Dr. Nelson and projet@tStaff al¥o worked with particlpants on any unanswered 
questions on, cognitive style. 
The evaluation showed that many of the team leaders indicated their 
project was ready to go by the end of the workshop and that most of their 
questions were answered. As the satin Seumcitad "The real test of this 


workshop will be the reports of the various projects." 


Summary Activity 

In the original design of the project the summary activity was to be a 
meeting of Dr. Cross and the project staff to review and evaluate the project. . 
However, as the project progressed it was felt that it would be valuable for 
the —_ to participate in this evaluation process. Therefore, a one-day 
meeting was held June 24th to accomplish the following objectives. 
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1. To ee a written report ei the field on the ae 
and implications of the project. 


2. To consider follow-up or continuation activities that may be 
of value to New York State two-year colleges ’ 


Although funding was not available, 15 team leaders and members were 

able to participate. Seminar and colloquium participants were also invited 

and several attended. - The first objective was accomplished through the 
al of both oral and written reports on the campus projects. Following 
these reports, discussions were held on the implications of the project and 
recomendations for continuation. 

In small group discussions participants identified the following as being 
priorities for continued work with cognitive style: 

. < A book of readings in cognitive style, including a battery of tests 

-- Continued workshops 

-- Compiling and dissemination of research information 

-- Research projects ‘ 

-- Campus visits by Project Priority Staff 

-- Further work on faculty awareness. 

In her’ concluding remarks Pat Cross commended the participants for their 
excellent work. Her recommendations were that they continua to work with cog- 
nitive style infonnation in: 

1. Faculty awareness projects eS ae , Ss 

2. Student awareness 

3. Programdesign | 

4. Involvement in research. 


‘ 
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Evaluation _ 

. The project evaluator, Dr. Bosco, was _ Present at all project activities | 
and provided the’Center with, both formative and summative evaluation reports. 
Coments from the evaluation reports on each of the woreshee have been 

included in the project description section of this report. A final evaluation 

_ was also conducted and each of the campus projects was reviewed. Dr. Bosco's i 
Shapes report is attached (see Appendix C). 

The final evaluation of Project Priority, chee by Dr. ane focused 
on knowledge of cognitive style and the application on cognitive style informa- 
tion on campus. iis @udluaeion, autilad. 26 all wadalen pacbictpante ae dans, 
1975, was campleted by ten team leaders and twenty team members. The results 
showed that both team leaders and team menbers felt that their understanding 
of cognitive ale had increased from poor to good over the course of the 
project. Nineteen of the respondents indicated that they had implemented . 
cognitive style with students and tested wecdecte on. Gets campuses. ‘Twenty- 
‘inasott the thirty-also indicated that cognitive style information had been 
presented to faculty and staff on campus. Team leaders rated the campus impact 
of their work as average while cent sense Gees sae in their ratings between 

"mites ad good, “ae we 

Participating colleges yere also asked to send a report on their canpis 
project-to the Center. Sixteen of the twenty-one participating colleges 
completed their reports by the June deadline. These reports are summarized 
in the final evblnnatton report. Campus projects were of two types, staff 

development sessions to create faculty awareness of genitive styles and the 
testing of students to get additional information about: the use of cognitive 
style with students. 
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“In his final evaluation report Dr. Bosco concluded, "It is manifestly 
clear from the specific data presented in the body of this report that 
the general objectives of “this project have been more than just ‘met’. 
What the data does not show is the enthusiasm and verve which this project 
has generated on the institutions which participated in it." = 

In addition to the evaluator"s data, project staff sent out a survey 
form in June to obtain more detailed information on the ‘etna and the 
total project. This survey was completed by 22 team members and nine team 
leaders . from 4 New York State colleges and the Virginia Comunity College 
System. ‘(The colleges not completing the survey were Bronx, Clinton, 
Commmity College of the Finger*Lakes, Corning, LaGuardia, Ulster, and 


Westchester EOC). The purpose of this five page, open-ended survey was 


to obtain the participant's reactions to the project activities at the end 
of the project and to obtain their suggestions for future planning. The © 
participants who responded were almost exclusively administrators and faculty 
members and approximately half of them had attended more than one project 
activity. Eleven checked that they had, worked on faculty awareness projects 


“and another nine on projects using cognitive style with students. The cogni- 


tive styles most frequently worked with by participants were: 
Field dependence-independence (13) 
Reflective-Impulsive (9)- 
McKenney Model (8) 
Systematic -Intuitive (7) - 
Participants were asked which activity at each of the workshops was most *, 
helpful to then. The most frequently selected activity for-each workshop 
was: : Fin 
: tion - onal group es 
Assessment - taking the tests 


Implementation - Peter Keen's presentations 
Evaluation - small group discussions of projects 


— 
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When participants were asked which activity of the total’ project was most 


significant for then the most frequent response was preparing the campus 
project. 

Participants were also asked which activities were the mst helpful 
"in planning their campus projects. The activities most frequently mentioned cs 
were the sessions at the érmbaatton workshop. Other activities mentioned 
included discussions with workshop consultants and testing. The activities 
listed as most helpful depended on the workshops attended and the type of 
campus project. Those who conducted faculty awareness Projects venii to 
find the recognition workshop most helpful. Most people seemed to benefit 
from the small group discussions at the various workshops. 

In making recomendations for changes in the project, participants 
enghasized ways of helping the total team become more involved in the 
project. The most frequently mentioned suggestion was to have the total 
team attend all (or at least two) workshops . Some participants listed the 
tests as the most helpful materials while others felt there were gaps in , 
the testing that caused problems. Participants mentioned Drs.’ Nelson, Keen 
and Hoddick and Center staff as being most_helpful to. them. Most participants 
completing the survey said that they planned to contiwe their work with 
cognitive style. | _ 
"Conclusions and Recommendations 

The’ evaluation af project staff, participants and the evaluator was that 
the project accomplished it's major goal of exploring the applicability of 
cognitive style information for the two-year college. Project staff also 
feel that the project meet it's four general objectives which focus*on pro- 
iaming for student aiveestey. Through the workshop experiences and the + 
campus projects team members focused on the use of cognitive style information 
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we could not provide all the specific recomendations as to hav it was valusble. aod 7 
‘Many of the excellent suggestions for studies, provided by colloquium partici- 


in improving counseling and instruction. Although the nature and design : 1 
of the projects varied for each of the campuses the results lead to the 


3 development of certain conclusions . i 


Most of the participants in the project concluded that cognitive style 
information was valuable to faculty in their classroom teaching. For some 
is: suggested additional approaches to explore with students who are exper- 
fencing difficulties. For others it became an additional factor to consider’ 


» in the design of materials. Participants also concluded that this inform- 


tion was valuable to students. Students involved in the campus projects’ 
generally seemed receptive to the idea and interested in learning more about — , 
themselves. Most campus teams concluded that this information was important 
enough to share with other faculty and conducted workshops on their’ campuses. 
All but three of the colleges involved dn the project indicated at least a . 
desire to continue their work with eoppiicive style. 

Although perticigents and staff were extremely positive about the immense 


‘amount of work that had been accomplished over the year, many questions 


remained unanswered. While we felt cognitive style information was valuable 


pants early in the project were still excellent suggestions’ Thus another 
major conclusion of participants and staff was that the project should continue. 


‘. Once the basic Imovledye was obtained and the applicability explored aa | i ae 


= been, participants were prepared to focus on specific instruct inal and 


ennai uses of this information. Addi tional funding has been requested 


to continue the work begun by this project. ' ; 
Participants have also made specific suggestions regarding the direction. my 
further work should take. In response to questions on the evaluation form, 


: tean leaders and team menbers indicated that efférts with comnitive style on 
26. ) 


battery of tests and a book of readings on cognitive style were needed. x 
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“their campuses could be improved through faculty workshops. They also 


"indicated ‘that that work should take the direction of classroom application. 


The primary support they wanted from the Center was additional workshops, 

information on other campus projects, consultants and camps Visits by Center 
staff. The support on campus that they moet oftér indicated they need wat a 
_ money, time, _and approval from administration. Of major concern vas the+- 
exphasis on helping the total team become involved in the project. Parti- 


elipaita ot ix eangey Gotetiy int secommatadl thak Pagar’ jeifectiy 4 


a 
It is the conclusion of project staff and consultants that the consider- ~ _* 


able amount of work which went into this project has been extrenely valuable 
for all concerned. We now feel confident that cognitive style information ~ 


nan ene mt 


ornare yg 


. has direct applicability to the two-year college. We resdmerd-that-tnits—————--——— 


work continue in the directions suggested by Dr. Cross at the Summary Activity: 
1. Faculty Awarness Projects “, . 
2. Student Awareness . , . f 


- “4. Involvement in Research. 


Project staff wish to commend the team ledders and mebers for their 


~ ~a” 


"outstanding work and dedication to the project. We also thank the consultants ‘ 
. for their ‘support and involvement. Without the efforts of these outstanding 
"individuals the project would not have been able to accamplish its goals. ‘ 
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Cognitive Style Models ‘ . 
eee ie * @ppendix A : , 


“ : ‘ -Prepared.by: “+..% 
: Raren Nelson 
ae Harvard Univérsity 


: . . PRINCIPAL MEASURING 
MODEL _ DEFINTION ; RESEARCH oS NSTRUMENT 
aes wee eee aaa 
1. Field inde- ' Differentiated (independent) Witkin _ Embedded Figures 
pendence vs. , vs.. undifferentiated figure-. : Test, 
field depen- ground relationships. Field ’ “Rod & Frame Test; 
dence “ independents tend to extract ‘ Body Adjustment 
r a a figure from its ground or ; Test 
background. Field dependents 
tend to see figures only in i 
relation to their ground; : 
they are superior to field 
7 , a independents in such tasks 
as memory for faces and they ; ‘ 
seem to be socially more ) 
acca OTL LILY 6 tacssscsncsciicansirenedanainbicoidisciti FSA SE So Se ES 
“2. Scanning vs. Posed a problem requiring Menninger Z Twenty Questions 
focusing (de-- identification of relevant Foundation; ‘ Concept Attainment 
fined as stra- as opposed to irrelevant _ Schlesinger; © Tasks (e.g-, 
tegies, not as information, ' scanners look Bruner, Goodnow, Bruner et.al. in 


attentional for attributes and proceed . Austin ~ A Study of Thinking 


ces) in a constraint-seeking, 
broad to narrow. fashion 
while focusers generate 
more global, self-sufficient 
or all-encompassing hypothe- 
ses, proceeding in a trial- _ \ . 
-and-error fashion. If a % . 
scanner makes an error, he 
. has nonetheless learned . 
something while a focuser ; . 
cannot tell which part of *“. 
his hypothesis is wrong. 2.7 ~~ - | . ° 
When the focuser is right, : 
however, he attains solution 


’ faster than a scanner. ; ‘ 
8 ‘ 
3. Broad vs. The broad categorizer prefers Menninger Category width F 
narrow cate- a small number of categories Foundation Tasks, . 


- gorizing containing a large number of Object sortin 
items, while the narrow cate- Tasks : 
gorizer prefers a larger number . 
of categories with a small ; : 
s © number of members. The broad e 
¥ ho categorizer admits more items’ 
i or ideas as similar while the ‘ . P 
narrow categorizer rejects 
items and differentiates don- 
cepts more thoroughly. 


4. 


5. 


-~ommmopg yf texible—-———~-greater—susceptibility to. Foundation 


ee 


Leveling vs. 
Sharpening 


Constricted 


control 


~ 6. Tolerance vs. 


intolerance 

for iocongruous 
or unrealistic 
experiences 


Impulsive vs. 
reflective 
responding 


Analytic vs. 
nonanalytic 
conceptualizing 
styles 
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DEFINITION 


In taking in new information, 
“the leveler shows greater 
readiness to assimilate new 
stimuli to previous categories 
while the sharpener. tends to 
differentiate new instances 
from old. While categorizing 
style applies to free categor- 
izing exercies, leveling and 
sharpening are examined in a 
more controlled way using suc- 
cessive presentation of stimuli 
rather than simultaneous pre- 
sentation. 


‘ 


Constricted control shows 


interference by irrelevant 
information while flexible 
control is evidenced by resis- 
tance to interference. 


Tolerance is revealed by more 
frequent reversals readier 
adaptation to unusal percep- 
tions. Intolerance involves 
the demand for more informa- 
“tion before the unusual is 
accepted. 
Impulsivity is characterized 
by quick responding while re- 
flectiveness involves consid- 


ering alternate classification __.- 


or responses. When he's right, 
the impulsive is: faster; the 
reflective makes fewer errors. 


Analytic style entails differ- 
entiating properties or attri- 
butes while nonanalytic responses 
may be thematic-descriptive or 
relational. The analytic is 
more attentive to similarities 
in property, the nonanalytic 
more attentive;to functional 
relationships. ~~ 


PRINCIPAL 
RESEARCH 


Menninger 
Foundation; 


Gardner; 
Santostephano 


Menninger 


Kleen 


Menninger 
Foundation 


Fels Institute; 
Jerome Kagan 


. 


Fels Institute; 
Jerome Kagan 


. 


MEASURING 
INSTRUMENT 


Schematizing Test 


Wagon Test 


- 


Stroop Color- 


HORS 108 beenerqeeieen 


Aniseikonic lenses; 
reversible figures 


Matching Familiar 
Figures; : 
Identical Pictures 


. 


‘ 


é 


Conceptual Style 
Test — ne 


ta" 6 
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MODEL 


9. Risk-taking 


10. 


"eity 


vs. Caution 


Cognitive 
complexity 
vs. simpli- 


. 


a 


Preceptive vs. 
Receptive 
Planning: 
Systematic vs. 
Intuitive 


January 24, 1975 


_zontal analysis along a dimension 


<js 
: PRINCIPAL MEASURING 
DEFINITION © RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 


The risk-taker will take the 
risk when there is a low pro- 
bability of a high payoff, while i 

caution entails preferring low : 

risk with a high probability . 

of low payoff. In cost-payoff ar 

situations, the risk-taker tries , 

to outwit the odds, the cautious 

person tries to identify the ~ ; e 
safest odds. “¢ 


Kogan and Wallach Cost~payoff games 


- 


Kelly; Shroder, 
Driver, Streufert 


* REP Test 
Paragraph completio: 
This I Believe Test 


Cognitive complexity is charac- 
terized by hierarchic integra- 
tion while cognitive simplicity 
is reflected by use of dimensions 
of difference. Cognitive simpli- 
city is favored when only hori- 
is necessary. Cognitive complexity ais 

is favored when vertical analysis : 

of relations between dimensions _ 

is necessary. , , 


The preceptive individual assimi- McKenney, Keen, .. Tasks Assessing 


lates information to his concepts Nelson, Botkin each mode: 
or categories while the receptive -~ @.g-, Identical 
individual assimilates data as raw Pictures 
as possible. Preceptives categorize (Receptive), 
or chunk information as it comes to Elaboration 
them while receptives can more often (Preceptive), 
take a new look at the data present- Paper Folding 
’ ed, since they've stored it as data (Systematic), 
not concepts. Systematic individuals Scrambled 
create orderly, sequential plans or Words (Intui~ 
strategies; if you have a good plan, tive) 


you'll find a good solutign.Intul-- _ : 
tives prefer ideas, identifying the 
problem and skipping from part to 
whole analysis; a good solution for 
them is good because it solves the 
problem they defined. 


La 
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